Erkki Berndtson 179 rankings is to divide them into (a) international rankings producing league tables, (b) rankings concentrating on research performance only (with or without producing league tables, (c) multirankings (usually not to produce league tables, but to offer a variety of indicators for benchmarking institutions, the European Union's current U-Multirank project is an example of these) and (d) special rankings, such as web rankings measuring the size and visibility of university web pages (the Cybermetrics Lab, Spain) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development's AHELO (Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes).
What began mainly as a tool for advising students to select a place to study or as one country's wish to benchmark its universities, has turned into a fierce competition for an image of being a world-class university. As Philip G. Altbach (2012) has noted, 'rankings [ . . . ] are an inevitable result of higher education's worldwide massification, which produces a diversified and complex academic environment, as well as competition and commercialization within it' (p. 27). Academic work and business calculations are linked together as private ranking organizations use private companies as providers of data. THE is now relying on Thompson Reuters Web of Science (WoS), while QS is using Elsevier's Scopus database. It can be likened to a competition between different mobile phone operating systems, Google's Android versus Apple's iOS versus Microsoft's Windows Phone.
The media, politicians and bureaucrats are especially keen on rankings. Most university league tables, in fact, are sponsored and published by magazines or other media outlets (Altbach, 2012, p. 27) . At the same time, universities are trying to convince financial contributors of their excellence 'in times of significant financial constraints', as 'policy makers in different countries are increasingly interested in comparisons of the performance of various higher education institutions (HEIs) according to objective indicators' (Rauhvargers, 2011, p. 11) .
However, as academics have argued continually, the problem is that in their present form the rankings contain too many problems to offer any rational basis for evaluating higher education institutions. Most universities are multipurpose institutions with many different emphases on their activities. To correct some of the problems, it has been proposed that rankings should be discipline specific (for example, Butler and McAllister, 2011) . Most of the existing rankings still focus mainly on universities as a whole and ranking organizations have been slow to look at disciplinary variations within universities although the situation seems to be changing. The ARWU has taken its first steps to include disciplinary rankings. In 2007, it started to publish rankings in five 'broad subject areas' (natural sciences and mathematics, engineering/technology and computer sciences, life and agriculture sciences, clinical medicine and pharmacy, social sciences), and in 2009 it began to rank five disciplines (mathematics, physics, chemistry, computer science and economics/business). Also the THE's World University Rankings
